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REMARKS 

Claim 1 1 remains in this application. Claim 1 1 has been amended. Reconsideration 
of this application in view of the amendments noted is respectfully requested. 

Claim 11 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. Section 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Yoshida et aL (U.S. Patent No. 6,235,825, hereinafter "Yoshida") in view of McCarthy et al. 
(U.S. Patent No. 5,883,199, hereinafter "McCarthy"), Khemani et al. (U.S. Patent No. 
6,573,640, hereinafter "Khemani"), and Oya et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,153,276, hereinafter 
"Oya"). Applicant respectfully traverses this rejection. 

With respect to "argument (A)," as the Office Action pointed out, Oya discloses in 
column 20, lines 44 - 45 that the forming time is 30 seconds. However, in Oya the mold 
temperature is 80 °C, which is different from the treatment temperature of 1 10 to 150 °C as 
presently claimed. In Oya, the mold temperature is significantly lower than in the presently 
claimed method, and the crystallization of the sheet cannot take place sufficiently within a 
time of 30 seconds. Therefore, Oya cannot obtain a polylactic acid article having the same 
properties as in the presently claimed method. 

Furthermore, in contrast to the cited references, the presently claimed process 
requires that the resin composition is extruded into an unstretched sheet and that the article is 
made by forming the unstretched sheet in a die for a treatment period of 1 to 30 seconds. In 
contrast, in Oya crystallization is performed on the lactic-acid based laminates by stretching 
and heating for 5 to 30 seconds. Thus, Oya does not disclose extruding and forming an 
unstretched sheet. And Yoshida, McCarthy, and Khemani fail to remedy this deficiency. 

With respect to "argument (B)," the properties of crystallization index 
(|AHm| - |AHc|), crystallization speed, and falling ball impact resistance have been added to 
claim 11. Also, the numerical ranges of the properties have been narrowed to be 
commensurate with the data found in Table 2 of the specification. 

For these reasons, claim 1 1 is patentable over any possible combination of Oya with 
Yoshida, McCarthy, and Khemani. Accordingly, applicant respectfully requests that the 
Section 103(a) rejection of claim 11 as being unpatentable over Yoshida, McCarthy, and 
Khemani in view of Oya be withdrawn. 
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A Request for Continued Examination (RCE) and a PTO-2038 authorizing payment 
in the amount of $810.00 to cover the fee under 37 CFR 1.17(e) are included with this 



A Petition For A One-Month Extension Of Time and a PTO-2038 authorizing 
payment in the amount of $130.00 to cover the fee under 37 CFR 1.17(a)(1) are included 
with this response. 

This amendment and request for reconsideration is believed to be fully responsive to 
the comments and suggestions of the examiner and to place this application in condition for 
allowance. Favorable action is requested. 
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response. 



Respectfully submitted, 
Hiroshi Nishimura et al. 



Fildes & Outland, P.C. 




Jerpdrty^c Gajewski, Attorney 
Registration No. 52,930 
20916 Mack Avenue, Suite 2 
Grosse Pointe Woods, MI 48236 
(313) 885-1500 



